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REM A RKS/ARGli M EM'S 

The present Amendment is in response to the Pinal Office Action having a mailing date of 
March 27, 2006. Claims 1-14 are pending in the present Application. Applicant has canceled 
claims 13 -14, Consequently, claims 1-12 remain pending in the present application. 

Applicant has amended claims 1 and 6 to include the limitations: of claims 13 and 14, 
respectively Accordingly, .Applicant respectfully submits that, no new matter is added and no new 
search is required. 

This application is under Final Rejection. Applicant .has presented arguments hereinhelow 
that. Applicant believes should render the claims allowable, fn the event, however, that the 
Examiner is not persuaded, by Applicant's arguments. Applicant respectfully requests drat the 
Examiner enter the Amendment to clarify issues upon appeal. 

In the above-identified Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 

103 as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,678,833 (Grawroek)in view of U.S. Patent No. 

6 J 61 J 77 (Anderson), in response to Applicants' arguments, the Examiner indicated that 

Anderson teaches thai: 

out can record this identity of a hoot source. . . Furthermore, even if the 
identity of She boot source were strictly limited to the a reference to the hoot 
source location, it is inherent to the Anderson reference that the identifying 
information/identity of the BIOS must include a location, as Anderson clearly 
teaches that the computer system involved can store multiple BIOS/boot 
sources . , » 

The Examiner further indicated that it "is unclear whether Grawrock discloses further including 
writing the identity of a boot source. However, Anderson discloses this limitation (col. 3. lines 20- 
25}.- 

Applicant respectfully traverses the- Examiner's rejection. Claim I recites: 



Attorney Docket: KPS92ffi}0«0!6US 1/203 IP 



1 . A method for evaluating a boot source in a computer system 
having a processor comprising: 

determining the boot source used by the processor each lime the computer 
system boots, the boot source determining further including writing an identity of 
the boot source, the identity of the boot source including a location of a particular 
number of instructions initially executed; and 

allowing the boot source to be specified once as a known boot source. 

6. A system for evaluating a boot source in a computer system having 
a processor coupled with a boot source, the system comprising: 

a first register for storing an identity of the boot source used by the 
processor each time the computer system boots, the identity of the boot source 
including a location of a particular number of instructions initially executed; and 

a second register for allowing the boot source to be specified once as a 
known boot source. 

Thus* the method and system recited in claims 1 and 6" evaluates the boot source. 

Claims 1 and 6 recite: that each time the computer system bo(m\ the identity of the boot 
source is determined. This deternunation includes writing the identity of the boot source. The 
identic oi the boot source includes the location of a number of instructions initially executed, 
thus, cad; time the computer system boots, the identity of the boot source (including the location 
of instructions initially executed) is written.. Consequently, it can. be determined whether the boot 
source ?s a trusted boot source. Thus, the source, or location, of the instructions that are actually 
executed tan be provided and independently verified. Specification, page 8, Sines 13-15, Because 
the soukv of the instructions is verified, lite boot, source is evaluated and. therefore, trusted. As a 
icnh. a u listed boot source can be reliably provided. Specification, page 8. lines 1 5-16. 

As previously argued, Grawrock discloses storing an identifier (the boot block identifier) for 
the boot source, not the identity of the boot source including a number of instructions initially 
executed. Grawrock specifically states thai this boot block identifier is a hash of "boot 
information." Grawrock. cnl. 3. lines 57-61. Grawrock further states that the "'boot information' 
may be an image of the boot block code or multiple sub-images that collectively represent the 
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boot block code, which is used to monitor the boot process/' Gravvrock, col. 3, lines 45-50. Thus, 
the boot information corresponds to the boot code itself not than an. identity that includes the 
location of a particular number of instructions initially executed. Because the boos, block identilier 
ofGrawrock is a hash of the boot information, the hoot block identi fier of Gravvrock merely 
corresponds to the contents of (instructions in) the boot source. The boot, block identifier of 
Grawroek does not correspond to the recited identity of the boot, source, but merely corresponds to 
the boot code. Gravvrock thus (ails to teach or suggest storing of" the recited, boot block identity 
each time the computer system is -hooted, 

Anderson also tails to teach or suggest the recited method and system for evaluating a boot 
source including storing the identity of the boot source each time the computer system is hooted, 
wherein, the identity Includes the location of instructions initially executed. Anderson is concerned 
with ensuring that the centra! processing unit (CPU) and BIOS are compatible. Anderson. Abstract. 
Anderson thus describes a system that reads "identifying data' for the BIOS. Anderson, col. 4. 
lines 50-54. However, Anderson specifically states that this "BIOS identifying data (is data) 
specifying the CPU or other chip set components corresponding to the BIOS program, i.e., the 
CPU that the BIOS program was designed to be executed by ur the chip set components that the 
BIOS program was designed to operate with." Anderson, col. 3. lines 5-10. This identifying data 
is merely sufficient to determine whether the BIOS and hardware correspond to the same central 
•processing unit and chip set. Anderson, col. 2, line 65-coi. 3. line 20, This identifying data is, 
therefore, distinct from the recited identity of the boot source. Thus, like Grawroek, Anderson 
foils to describe writing the recited identity of the boot source, for example to a register as part of 
a method that checks. 
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Furthermore. Anderson tails to teach or .suggest storing the recited identity each rime that 
the computer system is booted. Although. Anderson describes performing a test each -time there 
is a power up, this test does not include writing the recited identity. Anderson, col. 4, line *>G-eol. 
5. line 5. instead. Anderson describes reading the hardware identifying data and data that, relates 
to the BIOS. Anderson, col. 4, lines 50-54. Anderson then checks the information thai has been 
read to determine whether the BIOS and hardware match. Anderson, col. 4. lines 54-60. If the 
information matches, no further action, is taken, Anderson, col. 4, lines 60-61. |f s however, the 
information does not indicate that the hardware and. BIOS are compatible, then remedial action 
may be taken. Anderson, col. 4, Sines 61-62. Thus. Anderson further fails to teach or suggest 
writing the recited identity of the boot source each time the computer system is hooted. 

if the teachings of Anderson were added to those of Grawrock, then in addition .to storing 
the boot block identifier of Grawrock, the combination might also perform the test of Anderson 
to determine whether the hardware and BIOS are compatible. However, neither the boot, block 
identifier of Grawrock nor the reading of BIOS and hardware information of Anderson include 
writing the recited identity of the boot source. Stated differently, even if the teachings of 
Anderson were combined with those of Gravvroek, the .combination would not write the identity- 
of the boot source, including the location of a number of instructions initially executed, each time 
the computer system boots. Consequently, Grawrock in view of Anderson fail to teach or 
suggest the method and system recited in claims 1 and 6. respectively. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that claims 1 and -6 are allowable- over the cited references. 

Claims 2-5 depend upon independent claim f . Claims 7-12 depend upon independent, 
claim 6. Consequently, the arguments herein apply to claims 2-5 and 7-12. Accordingly. 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-5 and. 7-1.2 are allowable over the cited references. 

s 
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Applicant's attorney believes thai this application is in condition for allowance. Should 
am unresohcd issues remain, f:~,xammer is invited to call Applicant's attorney at (he telephone 
number indicated below. 

rte^vetlulh o.ibmiited 
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